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MANAGEMENT STYLES IN A GLOBAL
MARKET ECONOMY
Luchien Karsten
Globalization is the intensification of the spatial organization of
social relations and transactions, which put distant localities and local
activities at a level of worldwide range, consequence and significance.
These activities cluster into new reality like a globally operating market
system and a globally developing technoscience. The question is to what
extent a global civil society will come about too. At the level of internation-
ally operating firms management styles will have to be developed to
enhance the understanding of cultural heterogeneity within this global civil
society. Cultural complexity will increase due to the intensification of
interactions and transactions. Within and between internationally operat-
ing firms. Communicative rationality in terms of dialogue and conversa-
tions should be reinforced to deal adequately with this complexity. Commu-
nicative rationality perceives language not only as a mere representation
of an objective reality but also as a human practice in a social context.
Firms operating as communities of practice will enhance through proper
management styles the reciprocal understanding we need in a world
economy.
Keywords: dialogue; language; leadership; management styles; management systems; speech
act theory; visible hand
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Introduction
Fifty years ago a well-known Dutch
historian, Jan Romein, visited the Gadjah
Mada University and gave a lecture (4
Feb. 1952) on the unification of the world
and the voice of Asia. He was impressed
by the political and economic develop-
ment of the Asian societies and thus, in
1956, he published a book reflecting his
fascination for these developments.1  In his
second lecture, he depicted the peculiar
European development, which was initi-
ated during the 16th century, as a deviation
from a general human pattern of behavior.
He did not clearly describe what he meant,
but he seemed to refer to an original
Arcadian condition where the human race
still lived in harmony with nature. Romein
was convinced that Europe inherited cer-
tain traditions and organizational capa-
bilities from the Greeks and the Romans to
build a society focused on striving for
profit. Instead of enjoying one’s life at the
present, individuals had to postpone plea-
sures or benefits from hard work to a later
moment. This statement beard reminis-
cences to the well-known Weber thesis
stating that Protestantism, more in particu-
lar Calvinism, had been one of the essen-
tial sources for the development of indus-
trial capitalism. Romein believed that Asia
stood on the brink of awakening and it
might somehow copy the western world,
deviating from the general human pattern
of behavior too. “The process of western-
ization of Asia has just begun and could
only begin now after the liberation from
the dominion by the West” (Romein 1952:
145).
During the 1950s, it was a commonly
shared view that the industrialization of
nations should take place according to the
ways the West had developed. A process
of imitation and adaptation was seen as a
secure way to promote economic develop-
ment, and the knowledge required was to
be transferred to the rest of the world.
Therefore, in this paper, I wish to question
this perspective, for I do not agree that
there is one socioeconomic model accord-
ing to which economic development will
be guaranteed, even if there is one com-
mon global market. Furthermore, there is
no one universal business model, which
will support such a view. Instead, we have
to respect that there are different systems
of management, which exist with a variety
of (multi) cultural traditions. Within these
systems, different management styles can
be pursued based upon the specific busi-
ness context firms are operating. Does this
imply that there are no common features
amongst human kind for us to be able to
understand these varieties in management
styles? I believe that we are all endowed to
understand and respect each other, espe-
cially in today’s multicultural societies.
Globalization of the Markets
Any society that has not closed its
borders or protected itself from outsiders,
but showed willingness to cross borders,
demonstrates an international focus. As
such, the phenomenon is not of a recent
date, but an integral part of many societies.
According to Frank (1998), the economic
center of the world until the year 1800 was
located in Asia due to the fact that trade
within the Indian Ocean was larger and
more important than the trade between
Asia and Europe or the United States and
Europe.
1
 “De eeuw van Azië: opkomst, ontwikkeling en overwinning van het modern-aziatisch nationalisme,”
Leiden 1956.
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The first society that experienced its
international orientation in terms of cover-
ing the globe, however, was the Spanish
Kingdom of Philip II. After the annexation
of Portugal and his overseas empire, in
1580, Philip II became the ruler of the first
empire in history where the sun never set.
“Although its core —and its king— re-
mained in Europe, issues concerning Af-
rica, Asia, and America regularly flowed
across Philip’s desk and required count-
less decisions” (Parker 1998: 3). Philip’s
purpose was to conquer the world by mili-
tary force, reap the fruits of gold and
spices, and impose the catholic religion on
all its subjects. Throughout history we
have seen several empires, which strove
for the same purpose, but failed. The single
phenomenon that did not disappear, how-
ever, was the market. Since the 16th cen-
tury, we have seen the increasing impor-
tance of global markets. The remarkable
principle of allocation with its price mecha-
nism finally created markets as a spin-off
from military societies that strove for do-
minion.
Adam Smith in his famous ‘Wealth
of Nations’ (1776) defended the proper
functioning of the market mechanism. In
his chapter about international trade, he
argued strongly against restrictions on
imports, and the merchants and manufac-
tures who supported such restrictions.
Domestic monopolies are advantageous
for specific industries, but not for the “gen-
eral industry of the society” (Smith 1976:
Book IV).
In a free market, merchants will sup-
port domestic industries in the interest of
their own security. Any merchant will
thereby promote the interest of the society:
“he is in this, as in many other cases, led
by an invisible hand to promote an end
which was no part of his intentions” (Smith
1976: 462; 471). Smith was not precisely
clear on what he meant with the concept of
the invisible hand. According to Rothschild
(2001), Smith used about a dozen different
interpretations of the invisible hand, but in
her view, the overarching topic for Smith
was that the invisible hand requires, “both
good institutions and norms, whereby in-
dividuals pursue their interests within the
rules of well-defined games and not by
seeking to influence institutions and rules”
(Rothschild 2001; 127).
Since the 18th century, we have seen
a continuous struggle between the devel-
opment of free market and concomitant
institutions to prevent the ideology of
market to downplay the interest of society.
We can nevertheless see that the process of
internationalization continued.
After the Second World War the glo-
bal market concept expanded further, but
was dominated by two superpowers, who
divided the world into two hegemonic
blocks, the first and second world. Those
not participating in either were reduced to
being categorized as the third world coun-
tries. With the disappearance of the Iron
Curtain in 1989, the cold war period ended
and countries started to trade with each
other, which prior to 1990 had been im-
possible. The command/control era
changed into one of command/connect.
Every nation willing to participate can join
the world economy. Due to the growing
influence of multinationals, the process of
internationalization turned step by step
into globalization, which is nothing more
than the “intensification of economic, po-
litical, social, and cultural relations across
borders” (Braithwaite and Drahos 2000:
8). Globalization, therefore, can be seen as
the achievement of a market-orientedness
i.e. where the sun never sets.
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Globalization of Firms
To operate in these international mar-
kets and to develop trade, West European
countries started to develop new forms of
economic organizations. One of these suc-
cessful trading companies was the United
East India Company (Verenigde Oost-
Indische Compagnie —VOC). The VOC
was set up in 1602 and the 400th anniver-
sary will largely be commemorated in
2002. The VOC was supported by the
Dutch government i.e. States General. The
States General conferred upon the VOC
“the delegated, sovereign rights to main-
tain troops and garrisons, fit out warships,
impose governors upon Asian populations,
and conduct diplomacy with eastern po-
tentates, as well as sign treaties and make
alliances” (Israel 1995: 322). The double-
edged sword of military and economic
interests made the functioning of the VOC
a complicated matter.
The success of European business
organizations in overseas commerce be-
tween the 16th and 19th centuries has nev-
ertheless largely been due to a remarkable
combination of long-distance trade and
colonization. Europeans created new forms
of partnership and joint stock companies
as a result. “These forms did institutional-
ize a new degree of separation between
companies and its owners, and in doing so
facilitated unified management of trading
voyages and cargo too big for a single
investor (Pomeranz 2000: 171). These trad-
ing companies were firms that specialized
territorially and aimed to exclude every-
one else from their geographic niche rather
than specializing in a particular range of
products or services across many places”
(Pomeranz 2000: 192).
What these firms failed to do was to
develop a body of knowledge from which
managers could learn how to coordinate
and control these large-scale organiza-
tions. It is generally believed that manage-
ment knowledge rooted in American soil
and was cultivated into organization theory.
The essence of organization theory lies in
the classification of the relationships be-
tween organized structures and processes,
and contracts and environments.
The American business historian,
A.D. Chandler, argues that the practice of
management emerged among American
engineers and managers in the railways
and the mechanical industries around 1880-
1900. He explains this sudden appearance
of management practice by referring to the
introduction of large size companies in
these fields, which forced businessmen to
develop specific management approaches.
As a consequence:
l Owners became separated from man-
agers.
l Leading firms established large mana-
gerial bureaucracies to coordinate a
wide variety of activities and transac-
tions.
l Large-scale production became inte-
grated with mass marketing policies.
l Competition became driven by econo-
mies of scale and scope.
Engineers and managers began to
mobilize their professional interests by
setting up professional associations, pro-
fessional journals and professional courses
at American colleges and universities.
“Such societies, journals, and courses ap-
peared first for the functional middle man-
ager in finance, marketing and production,
and then for general top managers” (Chan-
dler 1977: 464). Such professional institu-
tions hardly existed in the United States in
1900, but began to flourish by 1920. “Even
then they were still uniquely American
and did not appear in any strength in other
economies until after World War II” (Chan-
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dler 1977: 468). A growing professional-
ism gave the corporate managers a sense
of self-identification.
In Chandler’s view, management
became a functional response to the new
demands as a consequence of the develop-
ment of mass markets and new technolo-
gies. He saw “the appearance of manage-
rial capitalism as an economic phenom-
enon” and the US as the seedbed for mana-
gerial capitalism due to the size and the
nature of its domestic market (Chandler
1977: 498).
What the Chief Executive Officers
(CEOs) of these large-scale American
firms created was a visible hand. Instead
of waiting to see how markets respond to
their products, they began to influence and
even rule the markets.
Visible Hand
In the 1960s and 1970s, it was gener-
ally believed that there was an “industrial
logic” in the development of societies,
which gave the professional managers
hegemony and changed the old fashioned
ways of running industry and society
(Badham 1986). Management was seen as
a hierarchy of functions occupied by en-
trepreneurs, managers, administrators,
engineers and professional specialists who
hold the top positions in enterprises. It was
believed that management was crucial to
the success of business (Kerr 1960). It was
the task of political leaders to facilitate
market development through the provi-
sion of the proper institutions, rules and
the development of industrial-relations
systems, as well as the propagation of the
right management expertise (Kerr 1960).
Kerr believed that, “the general direction
of management development in all ad-
vanced industrial societies is the same”
(Kerr 1960: 121).
Scientific discovery, technological
innovation, and economic progress con-
stitute the major force for development. It
is also believed that the management
knowledge developed in the US consti-
tuted the basis for the promotion of the
internationalization of firms. Large-scale,
mass-producing enterprises with a decen-
tralized international focus became the
major units of the American business
model, which was initially transferred to
Europe. The consultancy firm McKinsey
and Co. ‘sold’ decentralization to its Euro-
pean clients to strengthen their interna-
tional development. “In Britain, where
McKinsey had the greatest impact in per-
suading companies to decentralize, 72 out
of the 100 largest businesses adopted the
multidivisional structure by 1970”
(McKenna 1977: 228).
However, since the 1970s, the domi-
nations of the American business model as
the universally applicable approach lost
its spell even though the ‘industrialists’
believed that the ‘industrial logic’ forced
other nations to adopt this model as the
most advanced approach to which all large-
scale firms would converge. Companies
operating in the global market became
increasingly faced with ‘cultural’ prob-
lems. It turned out to be complicated to
deal with the institutional context within
which these firms were operating. Inte-
grating many national value systems into a
competitive organizational culture was still
largely ignored (Segalla et al. 2000). Sev-
eral cross-cultural perspectives on man-
agement appeared, focusing on noticeable
differences refuting the belief that man-
agement systems converge along with the
process of modernization.
Three different perspectives contested
the negligence for the environment (insti-
tutions, rules, norms, values, cultures)
within which organizations are operating:
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(a) The US centered new institutionalists
(b) The European societal effects
(c) The business system theorists
The US Centered New Institutionalists
The major contribution of the institu-
tional school is the emphasis on the envi-
ronment. It details for specific organiza-
tions and their recent history, “the close
interaction of organizations and their en-
vironment.” Organizations are seen as
“constantly adapting and improvising to
keep afloat and to find goals and values
that are consistent with their basic depen-
dencies, sources of financial support, le-
gitimacy, personnel and technologies”
(Perrow 1986: 166). According to the in-
stitutional school, organizations respond
to pressures in their environment to con-
form the accepted ways of doing business
so that they will appear legitimate to in-
vestors, customers, employees, etc. with
whom they have relationships. Perrow con-
cludes, however, that this approach has
failed in perceiving society as adaptive to
organizations.
The neo-institutionalists doubted the
presence of clear-cut goals, which defined
organizations. According to this new ap-
proach, organizations do not have identi-
ties. The focus, therefore, switched to the
problem of how organizations construct
their identity in order to legitimate them-
selves in their relevant environments. Neo-
institutionalism focuses much more on the
process of spreading organizational ideas.
A main line of argument is that isomorphic
forces in the environment influence the
formal aspects of organizations through
coercive, normative or mimetic processes
(Powell and DiMaggio 1991). This per-
spective has been used to understand the
process of diffusion of management con-
cepts. The attention was drawn to the ex-
istence of organizational fields and the
mechanisms through which managers ob-
tain information to manage and control,
rather than to focus on the nature of the
socio-economic environments themselves.
Neo-institutionalism, however, still em-
braces the conviction that there is a ten-
dency of convergence although they ex-
plain this no longer in terms of socio-
economic forces, but cultural ones. Never-
theless, there is conviction that firms oper-
ating within organizational fields reflect
processes of standardization in terms of
organizational forms and coordination
across organizational fields. The long-term
result could be a homogenization across
organizational fields. The neo-institution-
alists are convinced that the same kind of
management concepts will be diffused and
adopted in the most developed parts of the
world.
The European Societal Effects
The European societal effects school
aims to show how the capacities of firms
relate to the organization and interaction
of occupational groups that constitute the
firm. The capabilities or competence of
these productive agents are socially pro-
duced and formed through socialization
processes in different fields in society.
Through international comparisons this
approach strives to indicate similarities
and differences (Maurice and Sorge 2000).
It places emphasis on: “(a) the varied ways
in which social groups are constituted in-
side and outside organizations; and (b)
their continuous competition for control
of resources (Whitley 1999: 12-13).” The
societal approach tries to show how differ-
ent societal institutions and agencies gen-
erate different kinds of economic actors
pursuing different strategic approaches.
Due to the divergent educational sys-
tems for example, elitist in France and
egalitarian in Germany, French and Ger-
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man managers differ in their power bases.
The French educational system promotes
values such as, authoritarianism and re-
spect, and students of grandes écoles are
socialized with the idea of a ‘natural’ dis-
tance between top and bottom. In Ger-
many only 16 per cent –in contrast to 46
per cent in France– of the top managers in
1982 had university degrees, but 42 per
cent of the middle managers in Germany
have university degrees compared to only
20 per cent in France (Maurice et al. 1982:
186). This leads to different leadership
styles.
The Business System Theorists
The business system theorists do not
believe in the march to industrialism, but
admit that the capitalist sphere is of funda-
mental importance in structuring social
relations. There is a more diversified de-
velopment within capitalism and the
Fordist system of mass production for
example, cannot be the predominant pro-
duction system (Albert 1991; Whitley
1999). This approach is critical to the
assumption that one organizational form
and management style is inherently supe-
rior in all kinds of contexts. Their key
argument is that a great variety of eco-
nomic institutions and organizations are
equally viable and that different kinds of
management systems and styles may be
developed and survive as functional
equivalents (Calori and de Woot 1994).
Even though the three aforementioned
approaches differ in their analyses, they
share a common concern about the pro-
cesses of divergence within and amongst
organizations. Although certain manage-
ment concepts and policies can be trans-
ferred from one country to another and
from a firm in one nation to firms in other
nations, business practices still manifest a
high degree of heterogeneity and diver-
sity. Furthermore, institutional and cul-
tural differences will have a very large
impact on the constitution of this diver-
sity, and studies have to be undertaken
aggressively in order to understand this
heterogeneity.
Leadership Approaches
Cross-cultural research in the organi-
zational science matured during the 1980s.
Major studies by Hofstede (1980),
Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner (1998)
and others contributed substantially to this
process. It is now conventional wisdom
that search for universal characteristics is
unrealistic and the meaning of cultural
phenomena is context-dependent. Hofstede
(1983) underlined that management ap-
proaches will never fully converge and
argued nationality influences management
for three reasons:
l Nations are historically rooted politi-
cal entities with their own institutions
and legal, educational and labor mar-
ket systems.
l Informal organizations are usually cul-
turally based.
l Psychological factors and the way of
thinking are influenced by national cul-
tural factors, formed by early family
relations and educational systems,
which differ from country to country.
Cross-cultural studies focused ini-
tially on differences between nations and
their specific national cultures to deduce
specific management behaviors. The cul-
tural focus led to studies in which the
unique qualities of the leader seemed to
create an organizational culture. Schein
(1985) warned that the unique and essen-
tial function of leadership seemed to con-
sist in the manipulation of the organiza-
tional culture. Transformational leaders
had to change organizational cultures as a
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prerequisite for radical strategic change.
Leadership became a kind of value engi-
neering. This vision fits neatly with the
new leadership approach Bryman (1996)
has identified. Reviewing the prevalent
literature about leadership, he draws the
conclusion that it is difficult these days to
differentiate between the leader and man-
ager for both are seen as actors who make
decisions and give directions to organiza-
tions. Leadership is then perceived as the
process of influencing the activities of an
organized group in its efforts toward goal
setting and social achievement. Bryman
nevertheless identified four different ap-
proaches, which since the 1950’s have
been developed —the trait approach, the
style approach, the contingency approach,
and the leadership approach.
The trait approach seeks to deter-
mine the personal qualities and character-
istics of leaders. This orientation became
very popular in the 1950s and entails a
belief that leaders are born rather than
made. Researchers have examined a host
of different traits such as, physical fea-
tures, abilities, and personality character-
istics. This research, however, has not
been able to identify the relationship be-
tween traits and successful leadership. Nev-
ertheless the approach was revived in the
eighties due to the interest for entrepre-
neurship. It became clear, however, that
the trait-analysis is not sufficient to under-
stand the qualities of a good leader or
entrepreneur.
The style approach became popular
during 1960s, placing emphasis on the
behavior of leaders. Since the behavior of
the leader is not fixed but capable of being
changed, this approach focused on the
training of leaders instead of selecting
them. Training programs should make (fu-
ture) leaders aware that they have to be
concerned about their subordinates as hu-
man beings and thus, they should be re-
sponsive to them. Leadership qualities were
studied by analyzing what subordinates
expected from them. Employee and task
orientation were studied to improve the
proper behavior of leaders. Within this
approach, research is being undertaken by
differentiating, for example, six different
leadership styles: coercive, authoritative,
affiliated, democratic, pace-setting and
coaching and analyzing in which situation
it is appropriate to apply a specific style
(Bakhtari 1995).
The third approach was introduced
during the 1970s when it was discovered
that identifying leadership qualities of an
individual actor was not sufficient for a
company to achieve its goals. Initiatives
leaders was taking as well as the outcomes
of their actions turned out to be situationally
contingent. Proponents of the contingency
approach placed situational factors to-
wards the center of any understanding of
leadership. They were seeking to specify
the situational variables, which will mod-
erate the effectiveness of a leader. Contin-
gent or situational studies of leadership
showed that effective leaders used an ap-
propriate style to deal with managerial
issues in specific situations. This approach
parallels the drift away from universalistic
theories of organizations from the 1960s
and 1970s, and the gradual option of a
more particularistic framework that re-
flects a way of thinking which Lawrence
and Lorsch (1967) assumed as “it all de-
pends.” Dichotomies such as, task ori-
ented versus relational oriented, demo-
cratic versus autocratic, and employee re-
lated versus job centered, became popular
schemes to identify the position a leader
could take depending upon how favorable
a specific situation was for him/her.
While identifying three categories (i.e.
interpersonal, information oriented and
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decision taking), Mintzberg (1973) stud-
ied behavior of leaders and drew the con-
clusion that 10 different roles could be
played according to the situation.2 How-
ever, taking situational factors into con-
sideration as an explanation of actual lead-
ership resulted in quite some disillusions.
The fourth approach was initiated
during the 1980’s under the heading of the
new leadership approach. Instead of fo-
cusing on situational circumstances, lead-
ers have to be able to identify the mission
of the firm and transform the organization
accordingly. The transforming leader is
capable of raising the aspirations of subor-
dinates and to merge them with his/her
own aspirations. Peters and Waterman’s
[In Search of Excellence (1982)] highly
popularized this predominant position of
the transforming leader, who as a charis-
matic actor has a passion for excellence
and knows where he is going and can state
it clearly and concisely (Peters and Austin
1986). Stories about heroic Chief Execu-
tive Officers (CEO’s) were published and
it was underlined that leaders are capable
to communicate their vision, a process that
entails depicting the status quo as unac-
ceptable and generating a rhetoric, which
aids the understanding of the vision (Con-
ger 1989). Leaders with these qualities
were being depicted as managers of mean-
ing. As leaders, they have the capacity to
lead others to lead themselves. Collins and
Porras (1997) have illustrated how vision-
ary companies develop training and pro-
motion programs to ensure that their CEO’s
reflect the mission of the firm. Firms with
truthful and authentic missions are called
clock builders because they have a solid
sourced internal mechanism to uphold their
mission. In these organizations, there are
no leaders of firms, but leaders within
firms operating with teams.
Since the introduction of the New
Leadership approach, a certain eclectic
use of different perspectives on leadership
has become a common feature. The differ-
ence between leadership and management
has been obliterated although Zalenik
(1977) had differentiated them clearly.
Burton and Obel, for example, simply
equate management with leadership and
define a leader as the actor who “makes
decisions, handles information, builds re-
lationships with other people and moti-
vates and controls subordinates” (Burton
and Obel 1995: 96). One of the main
qualities of these leaders/managers is the
ability to deal with different values at the
same time. “The art of leadership requires
the simultaneous pursuit of several val-
ues” (O’Toole 1993: 7).
To prevent future studies from ex-
ploding into all kinds of directions and
analyzing a pastiche of behaviors, how-
ever, Calori and de Woot (1994) have
proposed to contrast the American, Japa-
nese and European systems of manage-
ment (at least) and to detect different lead-
ership perspectives within these systems.
These three systems are depicted below in
Figure I.
Whitley (1999: 33), however, doubts
whether a specific European management
system is yet present. The single European
market itself “has so far not resulted in
standardized norms and rules governing
2
  Interpersonal roles include those of the figurehead, leader and liaison:
- the informational category includes the roles of monitor, disseminator and spokesperson;
- the decisional category consists of the role of the entrepreneur, disturbance handler, resource allocator
and negotiator.
The importance and intensity of each role varies with the level of the organisation, the type and the situation
of the organisation.
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economic activities across Europe let alone
the emergence of distinctly European firms
which operate quite differently from na-
tional ones.” Despite the existence of the
European Economic Community, there is
no clear identifiable European manage-
ment style other than the recognition that
the diversity amongst national institutional
arrangements and national business sys-
tems have a strong influence on manage-
ment practices within Europe (Lawrence
and Edwards 2000).
Calori and de Woot’s (1994) analysis
offers an interesting perspective to ques-
tion ourselves when a specific Asian, Af-
rican or South American system of man-
agement will break through. Propositions
in that direction will have to be studied
critically. Sen (2000: 36) warns that some-
times “by selective citations of Confucius
and by selective neglect of many other
Asian authors, the view that Asian values
emphasize discipline and order has been
given apparent plausibility.” He fears arti-
ficial distinctions, which will not be effec-
tive for the improvement of a reciprocal
understanding. In order to reach the goal
of reciprocal understanding, however, we
will have to study how in the context of
different systems of management, manag-
ers will develop a style that enables coop-
eration within and between different man-
agement systems. Otherwise companies
operating in the global market will face
serious problems based on misunderstand-
ing and a lack of respect for cultural diver-
sity.
Management Styles
Pascale and Athos published ‘The
Art of Japanese Management’ in 1982, in
which they used the famous 7S model as it
was jointly developed with Peters and
Waterman (1982) of the McKinsey
consultancy firm. They defined manage-
ment style as “the characterization of how
key managers behave in achieving the
organization’s goals. [..…] Style refers to
the patterns of behavior of the top execu-
tive and the senior management team” (p.
81). Pascale and Athos (1982) did not
described the essential pattern of behavior
they had in mind, but their book illustrated
how good managers have the capacity to
properly communicate and establish a
shared meaning. This indicates that man-
agement is above all a relational notion.
The CEO of Motorola, Bob Galvin, for
example, discarded the traditional concept
of the CEO in favor of the concept of a
Chief Executive Office, occupied by team
members. He envisioned an office held by
multiple team members (Collins and Porras
1997: 178).
Katzenbach and Smith (1993) envi-
sion the same by underlining the role of
teams as groups of people with comple-
mentary skills who are committed to a
common performance purpose, for which
they hold themselves mutually account-
able. Members of the team build commit-
ment, confidence, remove barriers, create
opportunities and are part of the team
themselves. Even if there are individuals
with leadership qualities within the teams,
they only facilitate those who have the
organizational skill to network and trans-
mit a shared organizational culture. This
transmission takes place through language,
but language itself should not simply be
perceived “as a simple means for the trans-
portations of standardized meaning”
(Alvesson 1996: 33). Instead, the purpose
of a team of managers is to communicate
their experiences, share their views and
talk about them in order to create a shared
meaning. Communicative action is a form
of social interaction in which the plans of
actions of the team members are coordi-
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nated through the use of language, and are
oriented toward understanding and con-
sensus building.
The focus is no longer on isolated
managers. Instead the focus is on the so-
cial constitution of each individual man-
ager through the relationships of mutual
recognition into which he/she enters on
the basis of his/her involvement in pro-
cesses of communicative action. Team
members, therefore, will have to adopt
different attitudes toward the elements of
three ‘worlds’ —the objective, the social
and the subjective. According to the Ger-
man philosopher, Habermas (1984, 1987),
human beings relate to three different
‘worlds’ with three different attitudes:
- when they adopt an objective attitude,
they relate to the objective world of facts
and existing states of affairs;
- when they adopt a norm-confirmative
attitude, they relate to the social world of
normatively related interactions; and
- when they adopt an expressive attitude,
they relate to the subjective world of
inner experience.
These three attitudes are the funda-
mental sources to express propositional
truth, normative rightness and subjective
truthfulness. Habermas believes that with
his pragmatic analysis of language as
speech acts, we are able to distinguish
three types of validity claims, which al-
though distinct, interact in complex ways.
For example, team members jointly have
to agree on a meaning given to a specific
state of affairs within the firm. Organiza-
tional change raises the question how to
cope with it in normative terms and how to
implement the agreed meaning into ac-
tions in expressive terms. The team mem-
bers may have differences in opinion, but
they will at least acknowledge the right-
ness of a particular choice, which has been
made to realize an organizational change.
To reach an agreement, team members use
a language (game), in which the three
validity claims will be dealt. With these
validity claims, correspond three struc-
tural components of speech acts: the propo-
sitional, the illocutionary and the expres-
sive.
Figure 2. Habermas Framework for a Pragmatic Speech Act Theory
Words Attitudes Validity Structural Categories of
claim component speech acts
of speech acts
Objective Objectivity Propositional Propositional Constative
truth (asserting)
Social Norm- Normative Illuctionary Regulative
Conformative rightfullness (promissing/
requesting)
Subjective Expressive Subjective Expressive Expressive
truthfullness (avowing)
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In addition, with the three validity
claims, relate three categories of speech
acts:
- constative speech acts, which raise a
claim to propositional truth;
- regulative speech acts, which raise a
claim to normative rightness. A speaker
claims the right to say what he says to a
hearer;
- expressive speech acts, which raise a
claim to subjective truthfulness. The
hearer can ask for example, ‘what rea-
sons do you have for expecting me to
believe you mean that!” (Cooke 1994:
60).
Habermas’ framework (see Figure 2)
is useful to distinguish between a cogni-
tive use of language, which focuses on the
propositional content of an utterance and
the interactive use of language (regulative
speech acts), which focuses on the rela-
tionship that an utterance establishes be-
tween the speaker and the hearer. The
cognitive use of language prevents a prac-
tical discourse about the meaning of cul-
tural diversity within an organization. In
this context, leaders are only perceived as
the ones who engineer cultural values.
With Habermas framework, we can focus
on the interactive use of language. The
communicative actions of a team have the
purpose to reach an agreement with regard
to all three validity claims and coordinate
plans of actions to realize a specific goal.
This framework can effectively ex-
plain how specific management styles in
firms are established. If a certain topic is
raised within the team that has to do with
normative or cultural aspects, regulative
speech acts will prevail. Direct claims
about normative rightfulness will then pre-
vail and only indirect claims to truth and
truthfulness will be expressed. In situa-
tions where many different value systems
have to be integrated in an organizational
culture, these regulative speech acts will
dominate. Companies operating in the glo-
bal market will have to promote a manage-
ment style where persons with different
cultural backgrounds are sensitive enough
to understand each other’s utterances in
terms of normative rightfulness and sub-
jective truthfulness, and not only in cogni-
tive terms (Segalla et al. 2000). Managers
have to assume the responsibility to listen
carefully and to use their cognitive, nor-
mative and emotional imagination to grasp
what is being expressed and said in tradi-
tions they might not be familiar with. They
have to resist “the dual temptation of ei-
ther facilely assimilating what others are
saying to their own categories and lan-
guage without doing justice to what is
genuinely different [….] or simply dis-
missing what the “other” is saying as inco-
herent nonsense (Bernstein 1991: 66).
Conclusion
In the 1950s, Romein believed that
the unification of the world would come
about. As I have tried to highlight in this
paper, it is not the unification of the world,
but that of the global market, which is
becoming a reality. Within that market
system, it is not the invisible hand (Adam
Smith) but the visible hand of manage-
ment, which has obtained a dominant po-
sition. This visible hand has been por-
trayed as the hand of leaders, coordinating
and controlling large-scale internationally
organized firms with divisional subsidiar-
ies or networked conglomerates. The New
Leadership approach, however, has shown
that leadership of firms is beginning to
change into leadership within firms and
within teams. Within those teams, leaders
become invisible while their views be-
come part of the vision of a team of execu-
tive managers who have established a com-
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monly shared meaning. The creation of
such a shared meaning is not the result of
free floating individual managers, but is
constituted by a specific system of man-
agement that reflects the society within
which firms are operating. Today, organi-
zations that operate in the global market
are being confronted with an intensive
cultural diversity. In order to be able to
cope the problem, they will have to im-
prove their communication manners.
Based upon the pragmatic analysis of
language as developed by Habermas, we
can understand how different management
styles can be developed which include this
diversity as an integral part of company
practice and establish commonly shared
meanings. Communicative rationality will
make it possible to perceive and treat other
people, other cultures, and other claims in
an appropriate way. With communicative
rationality, we can cultivate a ‘moral imagi-
nation’ (Sen 2000: 38) based upon prin-
ciples of ‘universal moral respect’ and
‘egalitarian reciprocity’ (Benhabib 1992:
32). This is probably an appropriate trans-
lation of what Romein had in mind when
he talked about the general human pattern
of behavior, which will make it possible
for participants in teams to fully take part
in conversations, question any assertion,
and introduce new topics and novel con-
cepts. Communicative rationality will pro-
mote and visualize the development of
management styles, which will demon-
strate flexibility to deal with the volatility
of the global market, integrate multicultural
phenomena in the teambuilding of manag-
ers, and focus on the appropriate use of
knowledge in language and action.
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